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DearMs. Dortch:

The commentsand reply commentsfiled in this inquiry demonstratethat U.S.
callsto foreignmobilephoneson over 150 routesarenowsubjectto higherratesthatare
frequentlybothhighly discriminatoryandfar abovecost. Therecordalso showsthereis
little prospectthat thesehigh rateswill be reducedto reasonable,non-discriminatoryand
cost-basedlevels through retail-level competitionor the actions of foreign regulators.
While someregulatorshaverecognizedthatforeignmobilecompetitionat theretail level
exerciseslittle or no constrainton foreignmobile terminationrates,very few regulators
have beenwilling to mandateadequateratereductions. As shown by the analysisof
foreignregulatoryactivity in AppendixB to the Notice,andasfurtherhighlightedby the
55-countryanalysissubmittedby Verizon, only a very small numberofforeign countries
haverequiredforeign mobile carriersto reducetheseratesto levels that evenapproach
non-discriminatoryandcost-basedlevels.

The failure of the overwhelmingmajority of countriesto takeeffectiveactionto
reduce rates as shown by Appendix B to the Notice and Verizon’s analysis, and
continuing actionsby regulatorsin someof thesecountriesto encouragehigher rates,
makeclearthat U.S. consumerscanexpectlittle relief from presenthigh chargesto call
foreignmobilephonesfrom the effortsof foreignregulators.With increasingvolumesof
U.S. callsto foreignmobilenetworksresultingfrom the rapid andcontinuingworldwide
growth in mobile telephony, the Commissionshould prevent further U.S. consumer
subsidizationof foreign carriers through high foreign mobile termination rates by
establishingand enforcing new international settlementrate benchmarksfor mobile
termination.
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1. Mobile termination rates remain far abovenon-discriminatoryand cost-based
levels.

The Commissionhas emphasizedthat “nondiscriminatory treatment of U.S.
carrierswould require that foreign carriersassessa comparablechargefor the network
elementsnecessaryfor international termination services as they charge their own
customers.”1 Terminationratesfor callsto foreignmobilephonesarefar aboveanysuch
comparablechargetoday. The unrebuttedevidenceprovided by the R-TCP 65-country
study filed by AT&T in February2004,and highlightedfor commentin theNotice (IJ 27),
showsthat, basedon theratesforeigncarriersin 65 countrieschargetheirown customers
for thenetworkelementsusedfor thoseterminationservices,thecomparablechargeanda
generouscost ceiling for internationalcall terminationon mobile phones,including the
international transmissionand switching services provided by foreign international
carriers,is no higherthan8 cents.2 Similarly, the comparablechargeanda generouscost
ceiling for call termination on mobile networks (i.e., excluding the international
transmissionand switching servicesprovided by foreign internationalcarriers) is no
higherthan 5 cents.3 No commenterhasdemonstratedthat thesefindings by the AT&T
study are incorrect. Sprint, a U.S. mobile carrier, cites long-run incrementalcostsfor
mobile terminationof 6.6 centsin 2000 and 3.9 centsin 2002,~andmobile termination
costshavecontinuedto declinesincethen. MCI statesthat fixed to mobile ratesshould
be no higherthan4-7 cents.5

Foreignmobile carriersnot only fail to offer any factsto rebutthe findingsof the
R-TCP model but also provide no evidencethat their terminationchargesarebasedon
cost. Indeed,manyforeignmobilecarriersoffer no justification for theirhigh termination
ratesat all andmostarenot evenwilling to disclosethem. Otherforeignmobile carriers

International SettlementRates,Report and Order, 12 FCC Rcd. 19,806, ¶ 67 (1997) (“Benchmarks

Order”).
2 SeeAT&T Commentsat 42-49 & Att. A; AT&T Reply at 32-38; LetterandattachmentsdatedFeb. 5,

2004 to MarleneDortch, FCC, from Douglas Schoenberger,AT&T, lB DocketNo. 02-324. The R-TCP
studyuseshalf of the tariffed ratesforeign mobile operatorschargetheir own customersto make on-net
calls, which include terminationof those calls on their networks, minusavoidedretail costs. No foreign
mobilecarrier or othercommenterhasshownthatbenchmarksbasedon foreign carriertariffs in this manner
would fail to cover the forward-looking economiccosts of call terminationon foreign mobile networks,
including a reasonableshareof joint andcommoncosts. Rather,becauseof thenon-competitivenatureof
many foreign markets, foreign carrier tariff-based benchmarkswould likely far exceed underlying
terminationcosts. Thegenerousnatureofthis costceiling is further demonstratedby thecontinuingdecline
in mobile costs. Merrill Lynch reportsthat the weightedaveragetotalrevenueper minutefor U.S. mobile
operatorsfell from $0.11 in 2003 (first quarter) to $0.08 in 2005 (first quarter),while their weighted
averageEBITDA margins were virtually unchangedat 30.4% in 2003 (first quarter) and29.5%in 2005
(first quarter). Merrill Lynch, U.S. WirelessServices,May 13,2005,Tables22 & 28.

In addition, the comparablechargeanda generouscost ceiling for the additional servicesprovided by
foreign internationalcarriersto terminateinternationalcalls to foreign mobile phones(i.e., beyondthose
usedto terminateinternationalcallson foreignfixednetworks)is no higherthan 4 cents. AT&T Comments,
Att. A (showingR-TCPmobile incrementalrateof 4.04 cents).
~SprintCommentsat 13.
~MCI Commentsat 30.



attemptto justify theseratesby citing the differentdemandcharacteristicsunder“Calling
Party Pays”regimeandthus acknowledgethat high mobile terminationratesaresimply
theresultofmobile operators’ability to chargehighratesunderCPP.6

Thereis certainlyno basisto claims that minor reductionsin someforeign rates
demonstratethat no Commissionaction is required. The Commissionmade clear in
establishing the original benchmarksin 1997 that it is irrelevant that above-cost
settlementrates may have declinedfrom former evenhigher levels if thoserates still
remainunreasonablyhigh. While citing a reductionin averagesettlementratesbetween
1992 and 1996 amountingto almost thirty percent,the Commissionnotedthat despite
those reductions, “settlement rates remain significantly above the cost of providing
internationalservice”andwent on to establishthe currentbenchmarks.7Thatis also the
situationtodaywith regardto foreignmobile terminationrates,asshownboth by the R-
TCP model andthecostestimatesput forwardby othercommenters.Theseratesarefar
in excessboth of underlying costs and of the levels required to provide equitable
treatmentto U.S. carriersandconsumers.

The largemajority of countrieswhereU.S. carriersmust pay high mobile rates
todayaremostunlikely to requiretheirmobileoperatorsto reduceratesto anywherenear
the levels that would provide equitabletreatmentto U.S. carriersand consumers. In
Europe,which hasseenby far the most regulatory activity on this issue, the European
Commissionreportsthat weightedaveragemobile terminationratesfor mobileoperators
in theEU15 countriesin 2004 remainedat 14.77 Eurocents(almost 18 U.S. cents).8 As
aptly noted by Sprint, even if a steadydecline of 8 percent a year is optimistically
assumedfrom theefforts ofEuropeanregulators,theaverageratein Europewill not reach
10 cents— twice as high as the comparablechargeand generouscost ceiling for call
terminationon foreignmobile networksshownby AT&T’s study— for anothersix years.9

Elsewhere,particularly in Asia, and Centraland Latin America, wherethe numberof
internationalcallsto mobilephonesis increasingat a far greaterrate,regulatorshavebeen
evenslowerin respondingto this issue.

Moreover, U.S. carriers are subjectto additional chargesfor calls to foreign
mobilenetworksbeyondtheamountschargedby foreignmobileoperators. U.S. carriers
generallydo not terminatetraffic directly with foreignmobile carriersandmust pay the
rateschargedby the foreign internationalcarrierswith which they have correspondent
relationships.’°AT&T believesthat in manycasesit is chargedadditionalnon-cost-based

6 SeeAHCIET Commentsat4-5; TelefonicaCommentsat 8.

‘~InternationalSettlementRates,12 FCCRcd. 6184,¶11 26-27 (1996)(NoticeofProposedRulemaking).
8 Commissionof theEuropeanCommunities,EuropeanElectronicCommunicationsRegulationandMarkets

2004(10thReport),Dec. 12, 2004,StaffWorkingPaper,Vol. 1, at 65.
~Sprint Replyat 5. As describedabove,this 5-centcostceiling shownby the AT&T studycoversonly call
terminationon foreign mobile networksand thereforeprovidesan“applesto apples”comparisonwith the
terminationrateschargedby foreign mobileoperators.
10 AT&T Commentsat 42; AT&T Reply at 28-29. Additionally, the large majority of AT&T’s foreign
correspondentsin countrieswhereAT&T mustpay a higher ratefor callsto mobilephonesare affiliated
with mobile operatorsin their countries. AT&T Commentsat 40-41 & Att. A. For these foreign
internationalcarriers, their mobile affiliates’ high termination chargesare “simply a ‘left pocket-right
pocket’ transactionbetweentwo subsidiariesof thesamecompany.” SeeCable& WirelessP.L. C. v. FCC,
166 F.3d1224, 1233(D.C. Cir. 1999).
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amountsbeyond the rates chargedby foreign mobile carriers. Foreign international
carriersalso obtainadditional marginby failing to providesufficient credit for the fixed
terminationservicesnot requiredfor mobile-terminatedcalls. As describedabove,theR-
TCP studyshowsthat thecomparablechargeanda generouscostceiling for all services
providedby foreign internationalcarriersto carryU.S. calls from theirmid-oceanhand-
off by U.S. carriersto their terminationon foreign mobile networksis no higher than 8
cents. The commentsfiled by U.S. internationalcarriersin this proceedingmakeclear
that manyoftherateschargedby foreign internationalcarriersfor mobile-terminatedcalls
are far abovethis level. Nonetheless,to AT&T’s knowledge,no foreign regulatorhas
addressedtherateschargedby foreign internationalcarriersfor thesecalls.

The inadequacyof foreign regulators’ efforts to addressmobile terminationis
highlightedby AppendixB to theNotice,which identifiesonly sixteencountriesastaking
any action, and showsthat very few are taking meaningfulstepsto reducerates. See
AT&T Commentsat 23-26; AT&T Reply at 13-18. Verizon’s study of 55-countries
similarly showsthatonly a small numberofcountrieshavemandatedreductionsthateven
approachthelevel necessaryto provideequitabletreatment.

2. Verizon’s analysis demonstratesthat foreign regulatoryaction will not reduce
ratesto reasonable,non-discriminatoryandcost-basedlevels.

As AT&T describedin its comments,in the largemajority of countrieswhere
U.S. carriersarerequiredto payhigherratesfor callsto mobilephones,foreignregulators
are doing nothing to addressmobile termination. Even where some action hasbeen
taken,most regulatorshave failed to mandateany reductionsin rates, have required
reductionsthat areclearly inadequate,or havepostponedreductionsfor anunacceptably
long period. Some commenterssuggest that the reasonfor this lack of action is
governmentownershipinterestsin foreign incumbentcarriersandtheirmobile affiliates,
and even Vodafoneconcedesthat some regulatorsbelieve that smallermobile carriers
should be allowed to chargehigh terminationrates.” Whateverthe reasonfor their
inactivity, few regulatorshavemandatedreductionsin ratesthat evenapproachthe level
shownby the R-TCP study asnecessaryto providenon-discriminatoryand more cost-
basedtreatmentto U.S. carriersandconsumers.

A numberof foreign regulatorshavehighlightedthe needfor effectiveactionto
reducehigh foreign mobile terminationratesby finding that mobile operatorsin CPP
regimeshavemarketpowerover terminationon theirnetworks. As AT&T describedin
its comments,mobile carrierclaimsthattheirterminationratesarelimited by competitive
market forces have beenoverwhelminglyrejectedby the foreign regulatorsthat have
consideredthis issue,including theNewZealandCommerceCommission,which recently
reaffirmedthis conclusion.12Otherforeignregulatorshavefoundthat mobiletermination
in CPPsystemsis a separateproductmarketfrom retail mobileservices,that eachmobile
network operatorcontrolsthe market for terminationon its networkand, therefore,that

“See INTUG at 5; SoftbankBB at3, 8; Vodafoneat 22.
12 SeeNew ZealandCommerceCommission,Final ReportoftheSchedule3 InvestigationInto Regulation

ofMobile Termination,Jun.9, 2005,at 36 (dismissingargumentsby VodafoneandNewZealandTelecom
“suggest[ing~that therelevantmarketwould encompassbothretail andwholesaleservices”and finding that
thereis “a nationalwholesalemarketfor mobileterminationserviceson eachmobilenetwork”).
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mobile operatorsare able to set their termination rates at unreasonablyhigh levels.
Unfortunately,most foreignregulatorshavenot actedin accordancewith thesefindings
by mandatingnecessaryreductionsin mobile terminationrates,asshownby the analysis
submittedby Verizon.

Verizonclaims that fifty-five countries“have takenaction or canbe expectedto
do soin the foreseeablefuture,”VerizonReplyat 2, but demonstratesthateffectiveaction
hasbeentaken by very few. A significantnumberof countriescited by Verizonhave
issued no decision at all, have issued a decision finding market failure but without
imposingany mandatoryprice controlremedy,orhavecondonedmobile terminationrate
increasesto US consumers.Forthe remainingcountriesVerizonincludesthat havetaken
some actionto reduceegregiouslyabove-costrates,the vast majority continueto allow
rateswell above cost. Only a few regulatorshavemandatedratesthat approacha cost-
oriented range. Verizon identifies only one country (Israel) where the regulatorhas
requiredratesto be reducedto the 5-centlevel requiredby the R-TCP model (by 2008)
and only five more where the regulatorhas requiredrate reductionsevento twice this
level.’3 (Additionally, as AT&T haspreviously noted,Korea hasmandateda mobile
interconnectionrate of 5 cents.) This evidence strongly supports AT&T’s prior
demonstrationthat the amountof effectiveregulatoryaction is very small, and that few
countrieshavereducedratesto reasonableandcost-orientedlevels. AT&T Replyat 14.

Preliminarily, regulatorshavetakenno actionat all in theoverwhelmingmajority
of countrieswhere mobile operatorsare charging an above-costmobile termination
charge. AT&T paysamobile surchargeon routesto almost150 countries,almosta four-
fold increasefrom the30 routeson which AT&T paid a mobilesurchargein 2001, anda
trendthat showsno signsof reversalby marketforcesalone. Verizonoffersno evidence
to disputethe lack of regulatory action in 100 of thesecountries. Moreover, Verizon
includesin its list sevencountriesthat might takeactionin the future,but that admittedly
have done nothing at this time. These include Cyprus, Estonia, Germany, Latvia,
Luxembourg,Slovenia and South Africa. Basedon the lengthy durationand muted
outcome of proceedingsin most other countries,and the ferocity with which mobile
operatorssuchasVodafoneare fighting everyproposalto reducetheir call termination
subsidies,it is prematurefor the Commissionto take any comfort whatsoeverthat
regulatorsin theseeight countrieswill implementeffective measuresto reduceratesto
cost-orientedlevels. Germany is an instructive example, given REGTP’s repeated
insistencethat they see no need to impose price reductions for mobile termination
charges, notwithstanding admonitions to the contrary raised by the European
Commission.

Verizon also lists severalcountriesthat have confirmed a mobile termination
marketflaw, but havetakenno actionto mandateaneffectiveremedy.AT&T commends
theregulatorsin suchcountriesfor theiranalysisof marketfailure underthe CPPmodel,
but hasseriousdoubts whethersuchanalysiswill have any effect on the monopolistic
pricing practicesof mobile operatorsif not accompaniedby mandatoryprice controls.

‘~ In oneof thesefive countries(Sweden),theserateshavebeen appealedby Vodafone andTele2 and
consequentlyhavenot beenimplementedfor thesecarriers. The other countriesare Nigeria, Pakistan,
RomaniaandTanzania.
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For example,the DanishNational IT and TelecomAgencyconcludedan initial market
reviewon mobile terminationin November2004, but did not imposeany price control
remedy.’4 The AustrianTelekom-Control-Kommission(“TKK”) similarly concludedin
September2004 that eachmobilenetworkoperatorin AustriahasSMP for theprovision
ofwholesalemobile call terminationservices,but decidedto implementcost-orientation
obligationsonly ~fcommercialnegotiationsbetweenoperatorsfail.’5

Australiaand New Zealandalso featureon theVerizonlist of foreign regulatory
frameworksand actions. Both the AustralianCompetition & ConsumerCommission
(“ACCC”) and the New ZealandCommerceCommission(“ComCom”) havecompleted
exemplary studies of the wholesale mobile termination market, and both used a
comprehensivecost-modelingstudy to determinetarget terminationcharges. However,
both the ACCC and ComCom confirm that their rate reduction targets are mere
“recommendations,”with no mandatoryeffect at this time. The ratesmay be usedas
persuasiveguidelines,but only aspart of an arbitrationproceedingsubsequentto failed
attemptsat commercialnegotiationbetweenoperators. Predictably,mobile operatorsare
treating these recommendationsat face value, maintaining rates above recommended
targets while appealing the regulators’ decisions and extending commercial rate
negotiations. Presentmobile surchargesettlementrates in Australia remainabovethe
ACCC’s January2005 target,and in New Zealandthe ComComalreadyacknowledges
thattheeffectof its proposedregulationmaybe on hold until at least2007becauseofthe
requirementfor operatorsto first try to negotiatenew agreementsbefore seeking
regulatoryintervention.16Clearly, theseproceedingsdemonstrateadmirableefforts, but
the lackof effectiveactionprovidesno certaintythatU.S. consumerswill be adequately
protectedin theforeseeablefutureby anyregulatorotherthantheFCC.

‘~‘ Available at http://www.itst.dk/static/Markedsundersogelser/Marked1 6/UdkastAnalyse1 6.pdf (Danish
Only).
‘~SeeCaseAT/2004/0099:voice call terminationon individual mobile networks— Commentspursuantto
Article 7(3) of Directive 2002/21/EC(Oct. 7, 2004). The EC’s commenton TKK’s decision to forbear
from imposing a price control is insightful: “While in principle the undertakingsshould themselves
negotiate in good faith their accessand interconnectionagreements,the imposition of price control
obligationsmay prove appropriatewheremarketanalysisin a particularmarketrevealsthat competitionis
inefficient andinsufficiently strong to preventexcessivepricing. From this perspective,leavingthe setting
of cost-orientedterminationchargesto commercialnegotiationsbetweenoperatorsdoesnot seemthe most
effectivewayof dealingwith the identifiedcompetitionproblem [lit is unclearon what basisTKK
believesthat commercialnegotiationswill leadon a shorttermto cost-orientedprices.” Id. at3-4.
16 TomPullar-Strecker,CheaperCalls on Hold Till 2007,DominionPost,Jun.20, 2005.
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3. Regulatoryactionin someofVerizon’scountriesis encouragingincreasedmobile
terminationrates.

Theimminentrisk to U.S. consumerinterestsis mostevidentin athird categoryof
countries on Verizon’s list. These are countriesthat have either allowed or tacitly
encouragedtheiroperatorsto increasewholesalemobile terminationchargespaidby US
international carriers. In some instances,carriers in thesecountrieshave unilaterally
disruptedcircuitswhenUS carriersrefuseto paythenon-costjustifiedrateincrease.Five
countrieson the Verizon list are the most notable in this harmful trend: Argentina,
Ecuador,Jamaica,Nicaragua,and Mexico. Verizon citesthe Argentine CNC Decree
764/2000asevidenceofrelevantregulatoryaction, in which the CNC setprice capsfor
fixed-to-mobileenduserprices. VerizonReplyatAttachmentB, p.1. Notably,this CNC
Decreedoes not impact wholesalemobile termination rates. The wholesalemobile
terminationchargefrom Argentinecorrespondentsto AT&T remainsapproximately50%
in excessof thoseend userrate caps set in Decree764/2000. When AT&T initially
refusedto pay this extraordinarysurcharge,U.S. to Argentinamobile-terminatingtraffic
wasblockedfor aperiodof 18 monthsbetweenJanuary2003andJune2004.

This damagingpatternofnon-costjustified unilateralrate increase,asfollowedby
circuit disruptionhasrepeatedin Nicaragua,Ecuadorand Jamaica.Verizon citesa May
2004 regulatoryactionto reducemobile terminationratesby TELCORin Nicaragua,but
in fact, theTELCORdecisionraisedthesettlementratethatAT&T paid by 50%.17 As in
Argentina, Nicaraguan carriers blocked all mobile terminating traffic when US
internationalcarrierswould not agreeto paytheincrease,this time from aperiodbetween
December2004throughMarch 2005. Similarly in Ecuador,theregulatorSENATEL has
takenno actionto decreasewholesalemobile terminationrates. Rather,U.S. to Ecuador
mobile terminatingtraffic hasbeendisruptedsinceMarch2005 becauseAT&T andother
carrierswould not agreeto a non-costjustified mobile terminationrate increasein excess
of 100%from theexisting rateagreement.

Themostrecentexampleof harmto U.S. consumerscamefrom Jamaica— another
country favorablycited by Verizon -- where in March 2005the Ministry of Commerce,
Scienceand Technology issued an order imposing a $0.02 per minute increasein
internationalmobile termination rates. Once again, when U.S. carriers insistedon
negotiation rather than agreementto pay the unjustified surchargeon international
inbound calls, Jamaicancarriers blockedcalls from the U.S. In each instance,and
contrary to Verizon’s assertions,foreign mobile termination rates increased,foreign
regulatorsfailed to effectively overseemobile terminationrates,and therewas explicit
discriminationagainstU.S. customers.

The regulatorhas also actedto increasemobile terminationrates in Colombia,
which is a furthercountrycited favorablyby Verizon. The Colombiancarrier, Orbitel,
reportsthat, sincethe ColombianTelecommunicationsRegulatoryCommissionissued
Resolution 463 mandating increased mobile termination rates in December 2001,
terminationrateson mobilenetworksfor internationalcalls in Colombiahaveincreased

‘~TELCOR, AcuerdoAdministrativoNo. 074-2004.
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by 109%peryear in theperiodfrom 2002to 2005.18 In anotherof Verizon’scountries,
Brazil, legislationbecameeffectivethis yearrequiringfixed to mobile terminationratesto
benegotiatedby operatorsratherthanbeingsetby the regulator. As the resultof these
newprocedures,one groupofBrazilian fixed andmobile carriersrecentlyenteredinto an
agreementto increasefixed to mobile termination rates, and the Brazilian regulator,
Anatel,hasapprovedthis increase.19

The currentharmto U.S. consumersfrom subsidizingforeign mobile network
operatorscould be eclipsedby future increases,particularlyif the Commissionwere to
acceptVerizon’s adviceto “monitor” foreignmobile terminationrates,and to primarily
entrustU.S. consumerintereststo foreignregulators.Nowhereis therisk ofFCCinaction
moreapparentthanwith Mexico — yet anothercountryincludedin Verizon’sevidenceof
positive foreignregulatoryframeworksandactions.VerizonReply,at AttachmentB, p.6.
In Mexico, the regulatorwasrecentlyauthorizedto proceedwith its proposalto introduce
the CPPregime for internationalcalling.20 The hugepotential adverseimpacton U.S.
consumersof anysuchmove is demonstratedby the TeleGeographystudysubmittedby
CTIA showingU.S. calling volumesof almost 2.5 billion minutesto mobile phonesin
Mexico in 2003 — more thanthreetimes greaterthanthoseto any other country.2’ Any
applicationof the current CPP termination rate of 20 centsusedfor local calling in
Mexico would raisecurrentterminationratesfor U.S. callsto mobilephonesin Mexico
by 400 percentandincreaseU.S. settlementout-paymentsto Mexico by morethan$400
million.22

IncludingVerizon’s reply comments,the Commission’srecordin this proceeding
irrefutablydemonstratesthat the amountof effectiveregulatoryactionto reducemobile
terminationratesremainsvery small, few countrieshavereducedratesto reasonableand
cost-orientedlevels,andtherisk of future rateincreasesharmingU.S. consumerinterests
remains definite. Verizon’s analysis thus provides further confirmation that the
Commissionshould takeimmediateactionto reduceterminationchargesfor U.S. callsto
foreign mobile phonesby establishingnew internationalsettlementratebenchmarksfor
mobiletermination.

18 Orbitel Replyat 3-4.
~ SeeBNamericas.com,Anatel WaivesRequirementFor CommonInterconnectionAgreement,Jun. 9,

2005;Dow Jones,Brazilian TelcosOK Fixed-to-MobileRateHike,Apr. 7, 2005.
20 On May 31, 2005, Mexico’s Commission on Regulatory Proceduresauthorized Cofetel, the

telecommunicationsregulator, to proceedwith publicationof the resolutionestablishingtheCPPregimefor
internationaland domestic long distancecalls to mobile phonesin Mexico. CoordinacionGeneralDe
MejoraRegulatororiaDe ServiciosYDeAsuntosJuridicos,COFEMER!05/1358,Mary 31,2005.
21 CTIA Reply, Attachmentat7.
22 TeleGeographycitesreductionsin mobileterminationcoststo theten largestdestinationsfor U.S. calling

to mobilephonesbut fails to mentionthat almosthalfthis calling is to Mexico, which usesthe RPPregime
andcurrentlydoesnot chargea higher ratefor callsto mobilephones,evenwithout taking accountof calls
to mobilephonesin Canada,anotherRPPcountry. Id.
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This exparte letter is submittedfor inclusionin therecordofthe above-referenced
proceeding.

Respectfullysubmitted,

JamesJ.R. Talbot
SeniorAttorney

Cc: DonaldAbelson
JamesBall
AnnaGomez
FrancisGutierrez
MarkUretsky


